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Bcverly SImmons

September 24. 1997

Margaret Garvin
BellSouth lnterconnection Services
1960 West Exchange Place
Tucker. GA 30084

Dear Margaret:

AT&T
Promenadc II
Room 12NOI
1200 Pcachlrft St.. NE.
Atlanta. GA 30309
404 810~932

This letter outlines some outstanding questions concerning the ordering process that we have been
trying to resolve since May 2. 1997.

There are several questions concerning the LEO Guide and information which seems to be incorrect
in the guide or not included at all. We have several questions about ordering Custom Ring.

Question· Is the Ringing Pattern switch dependent as indicated on the matrix in the LEO guide dated
4/97 ? or Can the customer select Ringing Pattern as indicated in the LEO guide dated 7/97 ?

Current process for Custom Ring service in conjunction with Remote CaU Forwarding:
Custom Ring 1 & 2 • AT&T is sending FD (Feature Detail) of'All' to call forward TNs I & 2.
Custom Ring (main number)· AT&T is sending FD (Feature Detail) of 'Main' to call forward
main TN only.
Interim Process: BellSouth will accept FD of'All'. and write order with 'GOER' FlO.
BellSouth will accept FD of 'Main' and write order with MCIF FID.
Note: On 9/15197 Pat Rand indicated that the GOER FID was used for central office EWSD only.

Question - Is the GOER FID used in all central offices ?

Question· If the customer makes a change to remove Can Forwarding· would AT&T resend Custom
Ring USOC with FlO haD&iD& off ? or send Custom Ring USOC without FID ?
What are-the EDllabels wbeD there's feature Detail? Do we include a virJule or a space?

Remote Call forwardiq • PlNlPlD Number· In Phase I BellSouth is assipiDg PlNlPID, and returning it
in retained remarks 011865 COmpleti01l trusaetiOD. BellSouth is indicating there's a security issue who
providing PINlPlD i1l retained remarks.

Waiting for respoDSe ·Pat RaDd wu goiDI to verify the service order edit system to make sure that
BeUSouth woulda't cbaDge the PlNlPlD number itATIcT provided it.
If AT&T agrees to provide the PIN number, we would Se1ld 01l the iDitial order (850). tr a customer
calls AT&T to reset their PIN number, AT&T would call BeUSouth as opposed to issuing a service order.
We eau't implement a process for PlNlPlD until these questions are IDSwered.

Please provide a respo1lSe DO later tbI1l September 25, 1997.



Sincerely,

Beverly SimmoQS
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· .
BeliSouth & AT&T TCIF Issue 7

Concerns from 9/15 & 9/18 Meetings

Thursday~ Se,>ltRiber 25, 1997

1. Can BST use AT&T's Gap Analy!\i~ format?

Bel/So"th 's Gap Analysisforn".t was e..wahlishcd bast!d Oil addre.5sing all element.s in u
c:ompari,fotlfrom Phase 1110 1'('.//·' {.\·...lIe 7. 771is jo/'mw was estahli.'ihedpriljr lfJ tnt!

receipl (1AT&T'.\ GapA"aly!i;s.

2. AT&T requests separate, sub.meeting", on Hunting. Directory Listings and LRN.

A. Hunting
Bd/Soulh requests Ihat AT& r send liS a WrWf!" list pf Imming questions and we will
respond ilJ wriling. Afler A T& r rl!"It~w.\. we willjlJilltly d(~lel'mifle iffuce-/o-fiu.:e meetiflg
i.\"lIeeded

B. Directory; Listings
Th7s will be worked in asC!paratt' team addressing Directory issues. Na/asha Ervin from
the AccolJfIl Team aml KCllhy A1as.\'f!..l"from LeSC StaffSupport will lead the Bel/South
Team. IfAT&Tfeel... lhat thi."e are ';",\II£'.S thai are "or heing addressed or have lie....
;s~'1ie~j', please adl';se liS ill wriling (~rWhallhey are.

CLM
Bd/South requests thai A T& T scnd us a wr;Ucn list ofLRN questions that WIll hI!
f01warded ro the LNP Pr(!;eC:1 T(!um ,,"', crddre...sed by Ihal projeel leam. Any datCl
dements thai are il1lplem~lIledi/l T(~/F /7 -.a.·ilJ he addl'e.'.sed hJ' Ihis leom.

3. Define the documentation

eBF Order;'lg Guide - Dated J1'],· 96
L/::."O-JG. jI'o[ume /. l~'slle 4. aatecl7'97 (c,Uecril'c 8/1;97)
fSR Ver.rioIJ / - relea~'ed at OHF an 12 2.:96
TCIF-EDI, Issue 7, dated./ulle '97

4. Is BS....s intent to maintain OBF standards and TCIF-EDI. Issue 7 (andior issue 8)
fandards to the extent possible when developing each release ofEDI?

Response: BSTcall only implr!ml!lIt the TCIF-ED1, Is..~u!s onc:e they a~ uppro"'·e.d at
TCIF-EDI.. Currently, the onlYl.lpproved TC1F-EDI ls!me is #. 7, Wilich i.f the one we are
working. Issue 7 supports the Dec: '96 OHF ,~·ralldard... l~lIes 8 & 9 arC! being addressed
at TCIF-EDI. hut are lin. currently approved. The: onlyfield we have

Pri\~t.:!Pr"P'i..:tIry: No \)I$dusurc Oulsid~

BdISoll1h Es.:q'\I b~ \Vrillcn t~lolI.



8ellSouth I AT&T TelF Issue 7
Thursday, Scptcm ber 25, (997
Page Two

;f/l.'Cs/igaled bringil1gjonvarJjJvm {he OBF -1.'18/97 ~'JaIl£J,mJs is the UEQTYPE "M" 10

slipporll.OOP/PORT Comho .w~rl'i£:(!. Ji-'e i1gr'(~('d If} /.,.iJlJ.:/fJrwurtl if rt~"mJu/;{Jt1 is
n:,'e;vedfrom the cfllIrts/mOIl0Kl!mc:nt he:for4: W~.f/l""'=C! Ih4: reqll;,'en1l'nls.

5. When will BSTbe ready (target) to enter into the change control process mode?
(based on project plan) \\'hat is the process? Who will be the lead contact point in BST?

Response:: ()I1c,'1! the: final mapping i.\ comple/c, (1",1 Bd/Solfth has basc!lltled lhf.!

n:.q1firemelf{s I BST can enter a chang!! control proc(!.\s/or docrmrelltillg allY changes to
the mappil18 or fRO-fG Standard... The cnallT:t! cOlltrol pl'oce,'I.'i is ~liJJ heing dewloped,
hmf.'f!ver. all c(Jrrespondeucl! should he: Se,,/to the fkC01I1Jl l'r!am. Tht! lead co1Uact point
in HS1' is the Accmml Tetlm Sialf (Marcia Mo.\·s).

6. \Vhat are the key deliverables & target dates for TelF-EDt. Issue 7? Pro...ide high
level project plan.

Re.....pon..l!: Thl! key de!liwrabJes art! Ihl! t.:hall~es 10 Ihe ',EO-lei, Volume I, b'SlI(~ 7 (dale
to be d(Ul~,.mi"r!.d), the TCfF-J-..l)[ m"I'pillJ: ChtfUj:I'.\;. a l'mjl!l:t p/all jJroviding Ihe key
dml!s ,.da/ive to A T& T, and respol/se.\ to (jUC:S/WI/.1i us needc:d

The mile.'\/011t!s are:

Draft £DI Tecfr SP(!(:s ~vailahlc: 10 ('LEI.'
{)r(~/i U::O-IG for TelF JS.flU! 7 al'tr;lable /0 ( ./LC
Filial ED! Tech Specs Ql'oilahle /0 (,I.B'
Syll1ax Test with CLEe
Productioll SR T begins

10· 2.7 l)!

10 27 97
11 2.1 '1)7

'2 , 7 !) 7-11 23 ,y 7
OJ. 3():W~

iI. Is BST lIsing Phase 2 EDt as the basis/training block for TefF-EDl. Issue 7 (LSR I)'!

N. Is the LF.O Guide up-ta-date with Phase 2? with OBF-12/96'? Ifnor, when wi1l the
document be OellSouth certified?



UellSouth I AT&T TCIF Issue 7
Thursday, September 25, 1997
Page Three

,!tespOfI.W!; BSThas a Re/e(U'e scheduled/or impfemetUatirm 011 1f)/6/97.
BST is currently documenting the dlol1gesto the LEO-fG. Vol"me /, l.'i..\llr! 5 (effee:tive
~(arc 1o bi!. di!.lermmed) based Oil the imp!emelllcrtioll I O.(;.t; 7. We have marie (1w:ry effort
'/0 hi! compliant ...·ilh the UBF '96 Stundards whert! I},o.\c standards did nOl iJlhibit1/~

from provisioning sC/";"e to thl! CLEe ',\' £lId rf.\w. Soml: .!irdd'llll"e ;ntemiwlally lJmiltf!.d
(mn1 Ihe LEO-IG. Volllmft I, 1:~'-"UfL-I dlf(~ La their illah/lily to t'/fc!clllatc lhe provisioning
illhc service,

9. BellSouth and ATT will do~ument all discussion items. questions, and answers to
questions in writing in order to minimize interpretation communications gaps.

RespoJtse: We a~rL~l> fhal both Companies will tlOCJln1C/ll i.'i....IIIJ.\· and rC!sponses.

Pri...t.r I Prq.,ieL1rv· No Oillo:IOSllr.l Ol\blld:
l\lnSoulh I::xc...". by W,ilt.:ta Al'/Ctnlml
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ATTACHMENT 37

AT&T'S ATTEMPTS TO OBTAIN THE INTERFACES,
SPECIFICATIONS AND BUSINESS RULES NECESSARY FOR

THE ORDERING OF TINE COMBINATIONS

Establishment of specifications for access to UNE combinations is particularly

important to AT&T, because UNE combinations are a critical part of AT&T's business plan for

offering local exchange service in the BellSouth region. AT&T has repeatedly asked BellSouth

to provide interfaces for UNE combinations, including the specifications and business rules that

AT&T needs to use the interfaces. l Despite those requests, BellSouth has not provided AT&T

with the interface design specifications that it will use to provide ass access, and it has refused to

commit to the business rules that it will use in accepting orders for UNE combinations. Further,

even when AT&T has been able to obtain information from BellSouth, the value of that

information has been subsequently negated by BellSouth's unilateral changes to specifications and

business rules.

In a series ofUNE combination implementation meetings with BellSouth, AT&T

has diligently sought to obtain: (1) BellSouth's cooperation in developing an "eyechart" that

would establish business requirements and business rules used to define EDI mapping for ordering

UNE combinations, which in turn would allow AT&T to develop its internal systems so that local

orders could be properly transmitted to BellSouth; and (2) BellSouth's commitment to support the

1 ~ Attachment 37a (April 2, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Robert Echols).

1



value "M" in the "REQTYP" field on its Local Services Request ("LSR") form, which would

enable AT&T to order UNE combinations via the EDI interface (the required "specifications").2

After an April 7, 1997 meeting, AT&T Negotiations and Implementation Manager

James Hill asked BellSouth to confirm his understanding that (1) BellSouth and AT&T would

complete and agree to an eyechart by April 28, 1997; (2) by May 1, 1997, BellSouth would be

capable of receiving UNE combination orders via EDI; and (3) that orders for the UNE

combinations known as the "UNE platform" could be placed by populating with an "M" the

REQTYP field ofBellSouth's LSR form. 3 To date, BellSouth still has not committed to the

business rules set forth in AT&T's eyechart, and except in Kentucky where it was ordered to do

so by the Kentucky Public Service Commission, it has refused to support the value "Mil necessary

to place orders for the UNE platform via the EDI interface. 4

Initially, development of the eyechart was delayed by BellSouth's failure to bring

qualified Subject Matter Experts ("SMEs") to AT&T/BellSouth UNE platform meetings, and by

its continuous rescheduling of conference calls and meetings. On May 12, 1997, AT&T

Negotiations and Implementation Manager James Hill chronicled these delays to BellSouth

2 AT&T has pursued only the EDI interface for UNE combination orders because (l) the LENS
interface requires manual processing of all UNE combination orders once they are received by
BellSouth, and (2) the EXACT interface is designed for ordering infrastructure such as trunks.

3 ~ Attachment 37b (April 10, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Robert Echols).

4 It is necessary to use the value "M" to place UNE-combination orders via the EDI interface
because, as established by the OBF guidelines, the value "M" differentiates the port/loop
combination from other orders such as for resale or individual UNEs.

2



Account Executive Robert Echols and impressed upon him the urgency of AT&T's UNE

platform planning. 5

Although BellSouth resolved to address AT&T's concerns regarding UNE

platform entry "as soon as possible,"6 delays and cancellations continued. After failing to make

EDI available for UNE combination orders on May 1, 1997 (or on revised May 11 and May 15,

1997 deadlines), in a May 29, 1997 meeting, BellSouth informed AT&T that the REQTYP value

of "M" was not yet available, and that therefore EDI could not be used for UNE platform orders.

Further, on June 3, 1997, BellSouth canceled a critical June 4, 1997 UNE platform EDI eyechart

meeting and proposed rescheduling the meeting for June 12, 1997, with a follow-up meeting to be

held on June 25, 1997. Although BellSouth contended that the delay was necessary because

AT&T had submitted a scenario eyechart (a description of the data elements that are required or

optional for a specific order and service type) to BellSouth one day late and because the scenario

eyechart was lengthy and difficult to read, it also admitted that the delay was in part occasioned

because BellSouth had too many "internal issues" to resolve before it could meet with AT&T.

Moreover, none ofBellSouth's proffered reasons for cancellation justified the magnitude of the

delay.7

To keep the negotiations moving, AT&T reluctantly agreed to BellSouth's

proposed revised schedule of meetings as "worst case dates," but it urged BellSouth to hold full-

5 ~ Attachment 37c (May 12, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Robert Echols).

6 ~ Attachment 37d (May 28, 1997 Letter from Robert Echols to James S. Hill).

7~ Attachment 37e (June 4, 1997 Letter from Pamela Nelson to Terrie Hudson).

3



day, face-to-face meetings and to continue work through the week and weekend if final closure to

the eyechart was not obtained in the June 25, 1997 meeting. 8

At the June 25, 1997 BellSouth/AT&T meeting, BellSouth SMEs finally reviewed

the eyechart in detail, and AT&T and BellSouth agreed, inter alia, (i) on negotiated business rules

based on BellSouth's April 1997 Local Exchange Ordering Implementation Guide; (ii) on the data

values contained in the eyechart; and (iii) that BellSouth would make available by December IS,

1997 the value of "M" in the REQTYP field identification of the EDI Local Service Request form

to allow AT&T to order the combination of UNEs known as the UNE platform. 9 Two days after

this meeting, James Hill sent a letter to BellSouth Account Executive Marcia Moss, setting forth

AT&T and BellSouth's June 25, 1997 joint resolution ofissues. Emphasizing the critical nature of

these issues to AT&T, Mr. Hill asked BellSouth to confirm its agreement by signing and returning

the letter to AT&T by June 30, 1997.10

The progress made at the June 25, 1997 meeting proved illusory. In a voice-mail

message to James Hill on June 30, 1997, Ms. Moss confirmed that the content and language of

the letter corresponded to her understanding of the agreement, but stated that she could not

immediately fax the letter with her signature because she was working at home. 11 On July 2,

8 ~ Attachment 37f (June 9, 1997 e-mail from James S. Hill to Marcia Moss).

9 ~ Attachment 37g (June 27, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Marcia Moss).

10 ill

11 ~ Attachment 37h (June 30,1997 Telephone Log of James S. Hill, transcribing voice mail
message from Marcia Moss).
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1997, BellSouth advised AT&T that the letter had been sent to BellSouth's legal department for

review. 12

When AT&T had still not received the executed letter from BellSouth by July 29,

1997, James Hill again wrote to BellSouth and asked that the letter be signed and forwarded to

AT&T by August 1, 1997. 13 In an undated letter received by facsimile on August 7, 1997,

BellSouth Sales Director Margaret Garvin responded that the UNE platform EDI requirements

embodied in the eyechart were developed by AT&T "to assist [AT&T] in building your

requirements and relating those requirements to your systems developers." She further stated,

"BellSouth does not use these eyecharts that you develop for our requirements. " She

acknowledged that BellSouth agreed to assist AT&T by reviewing the eyecharts and that Marcia

Moss had agreed that the letter "did correctly reflect some of the answers/issues addressed during

the review ofthe eyecharts." Ms. Garvin concluded, however, that "it is inappropriate for

BellSouth to sign an agreement based on your internal requirements documents and we will not

do SO."14

BellSouth's refusal to execute this letter effectively negated the progress made

during the June 25, 1997 meeting toward developing business rules and specifications needed to

support the placement ofUNE combination orders over the EDI interface. BellSouth's

rationalization for refusing to execute the letter was totally unjustified, because ~- as explained to

BellSouth by James Hill-~ the UNE combination eyechart represented mutually agreed-upon

12 ~ Attachment 37i (July 29, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Margaret Garvin).

BId..

14 ~ Attachment 37j (August 7, 1997 facsimile from Margaret Garvin to Jim Hill).
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system requirements, which were based on BellSouth's own April 1997 Local Exchange Ordering

Guide. 15 BellSouth's failure to agree to the business rules and requirements embodied in the

eyechart thus deprived AT&T of any assurance that it is developing a functional electronic

interface to BellSouth or that it will be able to obtain UNE combination order flow between

AT&T and BellSouth.

Moreover, in refusing to execute the June 27, 1997 letter, BellSouth abandoned its

prior commitment to support the value of "M" in the REQTYP field of the EDI LSR form. In a

September 15, 1997 meeting with AT&T, BellSouth made its new position explicit, by informing

AT&T that its December 15, 1997 version ofEDI would not support the value "M" in the

REQTYP field. 16 Moreover, in the present filing, Mr. Stacy acknowledges that BellSouth would

have to develop further its interfaces to accommodate UNE combinations, and flatly states, "Since

BellSouth is pursuing its legal disagreement with the FCC position on providing UNE

combinations as a matter of law, we ... have not yet undertaken such development." Stacy OSS

Aff., ~ 57. Without the availability of the value "M" in the REQTYP field, AT&T cannot order

UNE combinations via the EDI interface, nor can it effectively enter the market via the UNE

combinations. ~ fn. 4,~'

15 ~ Attachment 37k (August 25, 1997 Letter from James S. Hill to Margaret Garvin).

16 In yet another change of tack, BellSouth has recently indicated that in the Spring of 1998 it will
implement the value "M" in the REQTYP field, but only for Kentucky orders. Presumably, if
UNE combination orders for customers in other states are placed across the interface, BellSouth
will provision them as resale orders.
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